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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communication: RCE filed 03/14/2006, to the original application filed 
3/11/1999. IDS filed 12/3/2001, and 4/1 1/2002. 

2. Claims 14, 16-18, 20, 22-25, 28-30, 32, 34-36 pending. Claims 37-40 have been canceled. Claims 14, 
22, 25, 28, 34 are independent claims. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

3. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), 
was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued examination 
under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous 
Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 3/14/2006 has 
been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 14, 16-18, 20, 22-25, 28-30, 32, 34-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Motoyama et al. (hereinafter Motoyama), U.S. Patent No. 6,009,436 issued December 
28, 1999, in view of Gajraj (hereinafter Gajraj), U.S. Publication No. 2002/0002566 filed July 16, 1998, 
published January 3, 2002. 
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In regard to independent claim 14, Motoyama teaches: 

- converting a format of a first source document (SGML) into a format of another similarly structured 
document (HTML). Motoyama teaches mapping from SGML to HTML utilizing mapping tables of Appendices 
A-D, said mapping utilizing various heuristics in order to perform said mapping (Motoyama Appendix A-D, 
Abstract, column 3 lines 27-29, column 6 lines 30-32; compare with claim 14 "A computer executable method of 
converting.... the method comprising:"), 

- Motoyama does not specifically teach identifying patterns common within documents (by identifying 
common elements between document DTDs). However, Gajraj teaches transformation of SGML documents 
utilizing analysis of a source document DTD, and a target DTD (Gajraj Abstract, paragraph [0014]). Patterns are 
ascertained by finding elements in both DTD documents corresponding to a common base class (Gajraj 
paragraphs [0015], [0016], [0017], [0024]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to apply Gajraj 's pattern identification to Motoyama, providing Motoyama the benefit of 
simplifying the exchange of similar documents for reuse, by taking into account common patterns in the 
mapping process (see Gajraj Abstract - at bottom). 

- Motoyama does not specifically teach mapping "without user intervention". However, Gajraj teaches 
certain conditions whereby the mapping process is automated without user intervention (Gajraj paragraphs 
[0109], [01 1 1], [01 12]). See also Gajraj paragraph [0128] describing automation without user intervention. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Gajraj to 
Motoyama, providing Motoyama the benefit of a speedier document analysis. 

- Motoyama teaches mapping elements in a first document, to another element in a second document 
(Motoyama column 6 lines 29-38, Figures 1 A - ID). It is noted that Motoyama teaches an SGML document 
with its corresponding DTD (Figure 1C and 1 A, respectively). A mapping is created (Figure IB), resulting in 
conversion to an equivalent HTML document (Figure ID). Motoyama's conversion entails an SGML document 
start tag specifically mapped to its (differently named) HTML equivalent (both tags are of type "start tag", but 
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are named differently (Motoyama column 8 lines 14-18, 40-42, SGML tag named <t> maps to HTML tag 
named <html>, etc.) (see also Motoyama column 7 lines 5-11; compare with claim 14 . .wherein identifying 
patterns includes identifying an element that is common to the first and second source documents but has a 
different name in the first source document than in the second source document". 

- mapping elements and sub-elements from one source document to equivalent elements and sub- 
elements in the second document, the mapping of SGML elements to HTML elements are used by Motoyama to 
produce documents accordingly (Motoyama column 6 lines 1-10, Apendix B, D, Figures 1 A - ID, 3 A- 3B; 
compare with claim 14 "map elements and sub-elements.... in the second source document"). 

Motoyama teaches mapping elements in a first document, to another element in a second document 
(Motoyama column 6 lines 29-38, Figures 1 A - ID). It is noted that Motoyama teaches an SGML document 
with its corresponding DTD (Figure 1C and 1 A, respectively). A mapping is created (Figure IB), resulting in 
conversion to an equivalent HTML document (Figure ID). Motoyama 's conversion entails an SGML document 
start tag specifically mapped to its (differently named) HTML equivalent (Motoyama column 8 lines 14-18, 40- 
42, SGML tag <t> maps to HTML tag <html>, etc.) (see also Motoyama column 7 lines 5-11; compare with 
claim 14 ". ..including mapping a first element in the first source document to a second element in the second 
source document ", and "the first element and the second element having different element names"). 

Motoyama teaches transformation of an SGML document into an HTML document, said transformation 
incorporating analyzation of their respective DTDs, and utilizing the mappings of Appendices A-D (i.e. 
comparison of an SGML DTD and an HTML DTD) (Motoyama Abstract, column 6 lines 1-4, 30-32, 
Appendices A-D, Figures 3A-3B; compare with claim 14). 

In regard to dependent claim 15, Motoyama teaches mappings within Appendices A-D, said 
appendices comprising various tag replacement (Motoyama column 29 line 45, to column 31 line 48; compare 
with claim 15). 
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In regard to dependent claim 16, Motoyama teaches transformation of an SGML document into an 
HTML document, said transformation incorporating analyzation of their respective DTDs, and utilizing the 
mappings of Appendices A-D (Motoyama Abstract, column 6 lines 1-4, 30-32, Appendices A-D, Figures 3A- 
3B; compare with claim 16). 

In regard to dependent claim 17, Motoyama does not specifically teach creating a DTD if one does 
not exist in the first document. However, Takasawa teaches a DTD created from analyzation of structured 
information from a sample document (Takasawa page 4 at middle; compare with claim 17). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Takasawa's DTD creation to 
Motoyama, providing Motoyama the flexibility of creating an initial DTD if needed. 

In regard to dependent claim 18, claim 18 is rejected using the same rejection and rationale as set 
forth by the Examiner in the current rejection of claim 14. 

In regard to dependent claim 20, Motoyama teaches mnpping from SGML to HTML utilizing 
mapping tables of Appendices A-D (Motoyama Appendix A-D). Motoyama does not specifically recite 
"heuristics". However, Gajraj teaches saving a set of mapping rules (heuristics) (Gajraj paragraph [0127], 
[0128]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Gajraj 
to Motoyama, providing Motoyama the benefit of heuristics for more accurate results from a diverse set of 
document. 

In regard to dependent claim 21, claim 21 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed 
in claim 14, and in further view of the following, is rejected along the same rationale. 

Motoyama teaches that processing systems are known in which a processor converts a markup language 
document automatically into another format (Motoyama column 2 lines 42-45; compare with claim 21), 
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therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to automate 
Motoyama's invention to benefit from the advantages that automation provides (i.e. freeing up human 
resources). 

In regard to independent claim 22, Motoyama teaches: 

- converting a format of a first source document (SGML) into a format of another similarly structured 
document (HTML). Motoyama teaches mapping from SGML to HTML utilizing mapping tables of Appendices 
A-D, said mapping utilizing various heuristics in order to perform said mapping (Motoyama Appendix A-D, 
Abstract, column 3 lines 27-29, column 6 lines 30-32; compare with claim 22 "A method of converting.... the 
method comprising: 1 '). 

- Motoyama does not specifically teach identifying patterns common within documents (by identifying 
common elements between document DTDs). However, Gajraj teaches transformation of SGML documents 
utilizing analysis of a source document DTD, and a target DTD (Gajraj Abstract, paragraph [0014]). Patterns are 
ascertained by finding elements in both DTD documents corresponding to a common base class (Gajraj 
paragraphs [0015], [0016], [0017], [0024]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to apply Gajraj 's pattern identification to Motoyama, providing Motoyama the benefit of 
simplifying the exchange of similar documents for reuse, by taking into account common patterns in the 
mapping process (see Gajraj Abstract - at bottom). 

- Motoyama does not specifically teach mapping "without user intervention". However, Gajraj teaches 
certain conditions whereby the mapping process is automated without user intervention (Gajraj paragraphs 
[0109], [011 1], [01 12]). See also Gajraj paragraph [0128] describing complete automation without user 
intervention. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply 
Gajraj to Motoyama, providing Motoyama the benefit of a speedier document analysis. 

- Motoyama teaches mapping elements in a first document, to another element in a second document 
(Motoyama column 6 lines 29-38, Figures 1 A - ID). It is noted that Motoyama teaches an SGML document 



Application/Control Number: 09/266,680 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2176 

with its corresponding DTD (Figure 1C and 1 A, respectively). A mapping is created (Figure IB), resulting in 
conversion to an equivalent HTML document (Figure ID). Motoyama's conversion entails an SGML document 
start tag specifically mapped to its (differently named) HTML equivalent (both tags are of type "start tag", but 
are named differently (Motoyama column 8 lines 14-18, 40-42, SGML tag named <t> maps to HTML tag 
named <html>, etc.) (see also Motoyama column 7 lines 5-11; compare with claim 22 "...wherein identifying 
patterns includes identifying an element that is common to the first and second source documents but has a 
different name in the first source document than in the second source document". 

- mapping elements and sub-elements from one source document to equivalent elements and sub- 
elements in the second document, the mapping of SGML elements to HTML elements are used by Motoyama to 
produce documents accordingly (Motoyama column 6 lines 1-10, Apendix B, D, Figures 3A- 3B; compare with 
claim 22 "mapping elements and sub-elements.... in the set of source documents", and "in the common pattern 
of the source document", and "in common pattern of the set of source documents"). 

- Motoyama teaches mappings within Appendices A-D, said appendices comprising various tag 
replacement (Motoyama column 29 line 45, to column 31 line 48; compare with claim 22 "replacing tag 
names"). 

- Motoyama teaches mapping elements in a first document, to another element in a second document 
(Motoyama column 6 lines 29-38, Figures 1 A - ID). It is noted that Motoyama teaches an SGML document 
with its corresponding DTD (Figure 1C and 1 A, respectively). A mapping is created (Figure IB), resulting in 
conversion to an equivalent HTML document (Figure ID). Motoyama's conversion entails an SGML document 
start tag specifically mapped to its (differently named) HTML equivalent (Motoyama column 8 lines 14-18, 40- 
42, SGML tag <t> maps to HTML tag <html>, etc.) (see also Motoyama column 7 lines 5-11; compare with 
claim 22 . .including mapping a first element in the first source document to a second element in the second 
source document ", and "the first element and the second element having different element names"). 

Motoyama teaches transformation of an SGML document into an HTML document, said transformation 
incorporating analyzation of their respective DTDs, and utilizing the mappings of Appendices A-D (i.e. 
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comparison of an SGML DTD and an HTML DTD) (Motoyama Abstract, column 6 lines 1-4, 30-32, 
Appendices A-D, Figures 3A-3B; compare with claim 22). 

In regard to dependent claim 23, Motoyama teaches transformation of an SGML document into an 
HTML document, said transformation incorporating analyzation of their respective DTDs, and utilizing the 
mappings of Appendices A-D (Motoyama Abstract, column 6 lines 1-4, 30-32, Appendices A-D, Figures 3A- 
3B; compare with claim 23). 

In regard to dependent claim 24, Motoyama does not specifically teach creating a DTD if one does 
not exist in the first document. However, Takasawa teaches a DTD created from analyzation of structured 
information from a sample document (Takasawa page 4 at middle; compare with claim 24). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Takasawa' s DTD creation to 
Motoyama, providing Motoyama the flexibility of creating an initial DTD if needed. 

In regard to independent claim 25, Motoyama teaches: 

- converting a format of a first source document (SGML) into a format of another similarly structured 
document (HTML). Motoyama teaches mapping from SGML to HTML utilizing mapping tables of Appendices 
A-D, said mapping utilizing various heuristics in order to perform said mapping (Motoyama Appendix A-D, 
Abstract, column 3 lines 27-29, column 6 lines 30-32; compare with claim 25 "A computer program. ...causing a 
computer system to:"). 

- Motoyama does not specifically teach identifying patterns common within documents (by identifying 
common elements between document DTDs). However, Gajraj teaches transformation of SGML documents 
utilizing analysis of a source document DTD, and a target DTD (Gajraj Abstract, paragraph [0014]). Patterns are 
ascertained by finding elements in both DTD documents corresponding to a common base class (Gajraj 
paragraphs [0015], [0016], [0017], [0024]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time of the invention to apply Gajraj' s pattern identification to Motoyama, providing Motoyama the benefit of 
simplifying the exchange of similar documents for reuse, by taking into account common patterns in the 
mapping process (see Gajraj Abstract - at bottom). 

- Motoyama does not specifically teach mapping "without user intervention". However, Gajraj teaches 
certain conditions whereby the mapping process is automated without user intervention (Gajraj paragraphs 
[0109], [01 1 1], [01 12]). See also Gajraj paragraph [0128] describing complete automation without user 
intervention. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply 
Gajraj to Motoyama, providing Motoyama the benefit of a speedier document analysis. 

- Motoyama teaches mapping elements in a first document, to another element in a second document 
(Motoyama column 6 lines 29-38, Figures 1 A - ID). It is noted that Motoyama teaches an SGML document 
with its corresponding DTD (Figure 1C and 1 A, respectively). A mapping is created (Figure IB), resulting in 
conversion to an equivalent HTML document (Figure ID). Motoyama 5 s conversion entails an SGML document 
start tag specifically mapped to its (differently named) HTML equivalent (both tags are of type "start tag", but 
are named differently (Motoyama column 8 lines 14-18, 40-42, SGML tag named <t> maps to HTML tag 
named <html>, etc.) (see also Motoyama column 7 lines 5-11; compare with claim 25 . .wherein to identify 
patterns includes to identify an element that is common to the first and second source documents but has a 
different name in the first source document than in the second source document". 

- mapping elements and sub-elements from one source document to equivalent elements and sub- 
elements in the second document, the mapping of SGML elements to HTML elements are used by Motoyama to 
produce documents accordingly (Motoyama column 6 lines 1-10, Apendix B, D, Figures 3A- 3B; compare with 
claim 25 "map elements and sub-elements.... of the second source document"). 

- Motoyama teaches mapping elements in a first document, to another element in a second document 
(Motoyama column 6 lines 29-38, Figures 1 A - ID). It is noted that Motoyama teaches an SGML document 
with its corresponding DTD (Figure 1C and 1 A, respectively). A mapping is created (Figure IB), resulting in 
conversion to an equivalent HTML document (Figure ID). Motoyama's conversion entails an SGML document 
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start tag specifically mapped to its (differently named) HTML equivalent (Motoyama column 8 lines 14-18, 40- 
42, SGML tag <t> maps to HTML tag <html>, etc.) (see also Motoyama column 7 lines 5-11; compare with 
claim 25 . Jo map a first element in the first source document to a second element in the second source 
document", and "the first element and the second element having different element names."). 

Motoyama teaches transformation of an SGML document into an HTML document, said transformation 
incorporating analyzation of their respective DTDs, and utilizing the mappings of Appendices A-D (i.e. 
comparison of an SGML DTD and an HTML DTD) (Motoyama Abstract, column 6 lines 1-4, 30-32, 
Appendices A-D, Figures 3A-3B; compare with claim 25). 

In regard to dependent claim 26, Motoyama teaches mappings within Appendices A-D, said 
appendices comprising various tag replacement (Motoyama column 29 line 45, to column 31 line 48; compare 
with claim 26). 

In regard to dependent claim 27, Motoyama teaches transformation of an SGML document into an 
HTML document, said transformation incorporating analyzation of their respective DTDs, and utilizing the 
mappings of Appendices A-D (Motoyama Abstract, column 6 lines 1-4, 30-32, Appendices A-D, Figures 3 A- 
3B; compare with claim 27). 

In regard to independent claim 28, Motoyama teaches: 

- a storage device (Motoyama Figure 19 item 1236; compare with claim 28 "a storage device"). 

- converting a format of a first source document (SGML) into a format of another similarly structured 
document (HTML). Motoyama teaches mapping from SGML to HTML utilizing mapping tables of Appendices 
A-D, said mapping utilizing various heuristics in order to perform said mapping (Motoyama Appendix A-D, 
Abstract, column 3 lines 27-29, column 6 lines 30-32; compare with claim 28 "A computer system comprising", 
and "for storing a source document.... the set of source documents;"). 
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- Motoyama does not specifically teach identifying patterns common within documents (by identifying 
common elements between document DTDs). However, Gajraj teaches transformation of SGML documents 
utilizing analysis of a source document DTD, and a target DTD (Gajraj Abstract, paragraph [0014]). Patterns are 
ascertained by finding elements in both DTD documents corresponding to a common base class (Gajraj 
paragraphs [0015], [0016], [0017], [0024]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to apply Gajraj' s pattern identification to Motoyama, providing Motoyama the benefit of 
simplifying the exchange of similar documents for reuse, by taking into account common patterns in the 
mapping process (see Gajraj Abstract - at bottom). 

- Motoyama does not specifically teach mapping "without user intervention". However, Gajraj teaches 
certain conditions whereby the mapping process is automated without user intervention (Gajraj paragraphs 
[0109], [01 1 1], [01 12]). See also Gajraj paragraph [0128] describing complete automation without user 
intervention. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply 
Gajraj to Motoyama, providing Motoyama the benefit of a speedier document analysis. 

- Motoyama teaches mapping elements in a first document, to another element in a second document 
(Motoyama column 6 lines 29-38, Figures 1 A - ID). It is noted that Motoyama teaches an SGML document 
with its corresponding DTD (Figure 1C and 1 A, respectively). A mapping is created (Figure IB), resulting in 
conversion to an equivalent HTML document (Figure ID). Motoyama's conversion entails an SGML document 
start tag specifically mapped to its (differently named) HTML equivalent (both tags are of type "start tag", but 
are named differently (Motoyama column 8 lines 14-18, 40-42, SGML tag named <t> maps to HTML tag 
named <html>, etc.) (see also Motoyama column 7 lines 5-11; compare with claim 28 ". . .wherein to identify 
patterns includes to identify an element that is common to the first and second source documents but has a 
different name in the first source document than in the second source document". 

- mapping elements and sub-elements from one source document to equivalent elements and sub- 
elements in the second document, the mapping of SGML elements to HTML elements are used by Motoyama to 
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produce documents accordingly (Motoyama column 6 lines 1-10, Appendix B, D, Figures 3A- 3B; compare 
with claim 28 "map elements and sub-elements..,, of the set of source documents"). 

- Motoyama teaches mapping elements in a first document, to another element in a second document 
(Motoyama column 6 lines 29-38, Figures 1 A - ID). It is noted that Motoyama teaches an SGML document 
with its corresponding DTD (Figure 1C and 1 A, respectively). A mapping is created (Figure IB), resulting in 
conversion to an equivalent HTML document (Figure ID). Motoyama 's conversion entails an SGML document 
start tag specifically mapped to its (differently named) HTML equivalent (Motoyama column 8 lines 14-18, 40- 
42, SGML tag <t> maps to HTML tag <html>, etc.) (see also Motoyama column 7 lines 5-1 1 ; compare with 
claim 28 "...including mapping a first element in the first source document to a second element in the second 
source document", and "the first element and the second element having different element names"). 

Motoyama teaches transformation of an SGML document into an HTML document, said transformation 
incorporating analyzation of their respective DTDs, and utilizing the mappings of Appendices A-D (i.e. 
comparison of an SGML DTD and an HTML DTD) (Motoyama Abstract, column 6 lines 1-4, 30-32, 
Appendices A-D, Figures 3A-3B; compare with claim 28). 

In regard to dependent claims 29-30, 32-33, claims 29-30, 32-33 reflect the computer program 
product comprising computer readable instructions used for performing the methods as claimed in claims 17-18, 
20-21, respectively, and are rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to claims 34-36, claims 34-36 reflect the computer program product comprising computer 
readable instructions used for performing the methods as claimed in claims 22-24, respectively, and are rejected 
along the same rationale. 
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Response to Arguments 



6. 



Applicant's arguments with respect to the instant claims have been considered but are moot in view of 



the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 



7. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 



directed to William L. Bashore whose telephone number is (571) 272-4088. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 1 1:30am - 8:00pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Heather 
Herndon can be reached on (571) 272-4136. The fax phone number for the organization where this application 
or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

8. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). 




WiLUAM BASHORE 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



May 29, 2006 



